Keywords: empowerment process model, social justice, self-efficacy, goals, power E mpowerment has long been a key concept in disciplines such as critical, liberation, and community psychology, multicultural and feminist counseling, and social work (e.g., Fox, Prilleltensky, & Austin, 2009; Freire, 1970 Freire, /2000 Gutiérrez, 1990; Martín-Baró, 1994; Rappaport, 1987; Solomon, 1987; Sue & Sue, 2007) . Within each perspective, empowerment is central to the work of improving human lives. It spotlights social, political, and material resources and inequities in the environment, the strengths of individuals and communities, and the enhancement of well-being through support of the natural inclination to strive for positive change (Zimmerman, 2000) . It encompasses a sense of personal control, which has been linked clearly to greater health and well-being (Chandola, Kuper, Singh-Manoux, Bartley, & Marmot, 2004; Griffin, Fuhrer, Stansfeld, & Marmot, 2002; Rodin & Langer, 1977; Sue, 1978) ; it suggests a mechanism for righting power imbalances in society (Freire, 1970 (Freire, /2000 Goodman et al., 2004; Martín-Baró, 1994; Toporek & Liu, 2001) ; and it fits well with current dominant trends in the profession such as strengths-based psychology and consumer-oriented mental health care. In short, the breadth and compelling nature of the concept of empowerment has led to its widespread use in the contexts of research, practice, and social action in psychology and related fields (Kar, Pascual, & Chickering, 1999; Masterson & Owen, 2006) .
The current popularity of this term is easy to demonstrate. In the research context, a search for empowerment in the PsycInfo search engine yielded 6,266 results. In comparison, self-confidence yielded 4,309 results and self-determination yielded 2,960. Of course, PsycInfo results represent only a subset of the scholarship that actually exists, as work using the concept of empowerment spans a wide array of fields beyond psychology. To illustrate its use outside academia, we conducted a Google search using the term; it yielded over 14 million hits, the first of which led the browser to websites as diverse as Green Empowerment, Employee Empowerment, the National Empowerment Center (for recovery from mental illness), and Citizens' Internet Empowerment Coalition (a group focused on free speech issues on the Internet).
Though much used, even a cursory search such as this one makes it apparent that this construct is not well defined. In fact, one might argue that the lack of precise definition has made it amenable to diffuse applications, which have then exacerbated the lack of precision in its definition. Our own work in the field of intimate partner violence, where the empowerment of victims has long been a focus, drew our attention to the shortcomings in current thinking on the topic in general. In attempting to measure empowerment for the purpose of research and to employ the concept in program development and evaluation, we found current understandings difficult to apply. This impression led us to an in-depth review of the empowerment literature. We concluded that the many ways empowerment has been defined allowed researchers and practitioners to pick from a menu of related, and at times vague, concepts rather than rely on a cohesive picture. The model we have developed captures this cohesive picture by including key concepts from prior literature, refining them where necessary and linking them together where appropriate. Our overarching goal was to articulate the process of empowerment in a way that is both precise, with face valid terms and operational definitions, and broad enough for researchers and practitioners to apply across contexts.
In this article, we briefly present our model and then present an overview of prior literature, highlighting the ways we have integrated or added to it. We then detail the components of our model and ground them in an example of the empowerment process from our own work. Finally, we describe the model's applications to research, practice, and social justice.
The Empowerment Process Model and Its Connection to Prior Literature

The Empowerment Process Model
As the term suggests, the process of empowerment is fundamentally about gaining power (Gutiérrez, 1991; Kar et al., 1999; Masterson & Owen, 2006; Speer & Hughey, 1995) . The definition of power has itself been the subject of much scholarship (see review by Tew, 2006) . In general, scholars view power as embedded in social interactions; these interactions are not limited to struggles for dominance but include the wide range of ways in which people exert influence. Thus, an increase in power is an increase in one's influence in social relations at any level of human interaction, from dyadic interactions to the interaction between a person and a system. Keeping this understanding of power in mind, we define empowerment as an iterative process in which a person who lacks power sets a personally meaningful goal oriented toward increasing power, takes action toward that goal, and observes and reflects on the impact of this action, drawing on his or her evolving self-efficacy, knowledge, and competence related to the goal. Social context influences all six process components and the links among them. As shown in Figure 1 , the process is not linear, and a person may cycle through components repeatedly with respect to particular goals and associated objectives, reevaluating as experience promotes reflection. The successful outcome of the process of empowerment is a personally meaningful increase in power that a person obtains through his or her own efforts.
The model sets empowerment apart from related concepts such as mastery, agency, self-efficacy, self-advocacy, self-determination, and self-regulation in two primary ways. First, the empowerment process focuses on a subset of goals (those that are personally meaningful and power oriented). Second, its aim is change in a person's social influence rather than only intrapsychic change. This focus on change in human interactions at multiple levels highlights the profound importance of social context in the empowerment process. All people who lack power do not have an equal chance at gaining it. Instead, the process of empowerment takes place in a context where power is unequally distributed and where structures exist to perpetuate the advantages of some over others. As we describe, this context influences the entire process but becomes most starkly apparent in the impact component. It is this component that most clearly extends the empowerment process out of the intrapsychic realm, moving the model beyond people's feelings about their abilities to include the ways in which social context constrains or facilitates their efforts. In the next section, we detail the ways in which this model builds on prior literature.
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Figure 1 The Empowerment Process Model
Exemplars of Definitions of Empowerment
We have already described prior literature on empowerment as including a wide variety of definitions. Here, to give a sense of this landscape, we describe several of the most frequently cited definitions and their primary strengths and weaknesses. We then draw from these descriptions and the broader literature on empowerment to crystallize the most pressing issues in prior work that our model addresses.
Empowerment is mastery. Rappaport (e.g., 1987 Rappaport (e.g., , 1995 has contributed much to the thinking on empowerment, calling for it to be the center of theory development in community psychology. His frequently cited definition of empowerment as "a mechanism by which people, organizations, and communities gain mastery over their affairs" (Rappaport, 1987, p. 122) captures the sense of gaining personal control that is intuitively central to the concept. However, this "mastery" notion of empowerment has also been critiqued as giving insufficient attention to the relevance of the construct for community well-being (Goodman et al., 2004; McWhirter, 1998a; Prilleltensky, 1997; Riger, 1993; Toporek & Liu, 2001 ). Riger (1993) suggested that this emphasis promotes a conflict-based model of empowerment and marginalizes the human need for social integration. She challenged empowerment theory to integrate these fundamental drives-to include both mastery and connection.
Empowerment is participation. Rappaport later endorsed the Cornell Empowerment Group's narrower definition of empowerment as involving respectful, caring, and reflective participation in a community group in order to gain equal access to and control over resources (Rappaport, 1995) . This definition addresses the criticisms of Riger and others in that it explicitly involves social connection, but it does so quite narrowly (specifying participation) and only as a mechanism toward greater control of resources.
Empowerment forwards the social good. McWhirter's (1991 McWhirter's ( , 1998b ) definition of empowerment calls explicitly for attention to community well-being: the process by which people, organizations or groups who are powerless (a) become aware of the power dynamics at work in their life context, (b) develop the skills and capacity for gaining some reasonable control over their lives, (c) exercise this control without infringing upon the rights of others, and (d) support the empowerment of others in their community. (McWhirter, 1991, p. 224) In this definition, McWhirter, who developed her notion of empowerment for the context of counseling, is in alignment with eminent scholars and activists who have invoked the idea of increasing the power of marginalized populations in their work toward social justice (Freire, 1970 (Freire, /2000 Martín-Baró, 1994; Rappaport, 1981; Trickett, 1991) . In this way, this definition is an aspirational one that reflects social justice values-what one might hope to encourage-rather than a description of a process that one (as an activist, therapist, program, or field) might decide to facilitate or not on the basis of such values. In practice, McWhirter (1998b) noted that falling short of this ideal does not necessarily connote a lack of empowerment: "Many clients will not be ready for or interested in the empowerment of others. . . . This must not be considered a failure on the part of the client or the counsellor to 'achieve' the goal of empowerment" (p. 15). This important consideration must be integrated into the way empowerment is conceptualized.
Empowerment is goal achievement. Mechanic (1991) defined empowerment as "a process in which individuals learn to see a closer correspondence between their goals and a sense of how to achieve them, and a relationship between their efforts and life outcomes" (p. 641). In focusing on goals, this definition includes the important notion that empowerment is about whatever is meaningful to a particular person. However, this definition is similar to the mastery concept in that it can be construed as entirely intrapsychic, involving no actual changes in power. In the critique cited earlier, Riger (1993) argued that although successful empowerment-oriented action may result in increased independence, political power, or influence over the allocation of resources, an individual who believes she or he is capable of influencing the environment may not necessarily have such influence and thus may attempt without success to achieve goals. Rather than constituting simply a weaker degree of empowerment, this failure may actually cause further difficulties or distress. A model of empowerment that addresses this critique must include both the "sense of empowerment" and the "increase in actual power" that is the aim of the process (Riger, 1993, p. 282) .
The nomological network of empowerment. In an attempt to achieve greater specificity than prior definitions, Zimmerman (1995) proposed a "nomoAliya R. Chapman logical network" of empowerment at the individual level, which he termed "psychological empowerment." In this network he specified "observable phenomena" that constitute psychological empowerment, subsuming some elements of preexisting definitions (Zimmerman, 1995, p. 587) .
In Zimmerman's (1995) network, psychological empowerment consists of intrapersonal, interactional, and behavioral components. The intrapersonal component is primarily belief oriented: It refers to "how people think about themselves" with respect to their ability to achieve a particular outcome in a particular domain (p. 588). It also includes motivation. The interactional component comprises an understanding of the environment in which the individual is located, a "critical awareness" of the resources and options that are available and how to manage them, and a sense of what may (or may not) be done in order to achieve the desired outcome. It also includes possession of relevant skills such as decision making, problem solving, and leadership. The behavioral component refers to an action taken in the environment.
Zimmerman's network represents a step forward in that it specifies particular groups of variables under the umbrella of psychological empowerment that can be measured and are thus more amenable to research than prior definitions. It has inspired a significant body of work, particularly in the area of predicting community participation and often including the development of setting-specific measures of empowerment (Banyard & LaPlant, 2002; Bolton & Brookings, 1998; Garcia-Ramirez et al., 2005; Holden, Crankshaw, Nimsch, Hinnant, & Hund, 2004; Holden, Evans, Hinnant, & Messeri, 2005; Peterson, Hamme, & Speer, 2002; Peterson & Hughey, 2004; Peterson et al., 2006; Speer, 2000; Speer, Jackson, & Peterson, 2001) . However, there are important issues in the development of a comprehensive and practical model of empowerment that this network does not resolve. Next we describe the challenges in developing a useful model of empowerment that these exemplars bring into focus and that we have attempted to address.
Priorities in Refining Empowerment Theory
The need to describe empowerment as an iterative process. From the earliest descriptions, empowerment has been understood as a process (see, e.g., Finfgeld, 2004; Foster-Fishman, Salem, Chibnall, Legler, & Yapchai, 1998; Gutiérrez, 1991; Laverack & Wallerstein, 2001; Rappaport, 1987; Speer & Hughey, 1995) . Particularly in qualitative work, this process has further been described as nonlinear, with components that influence each other in dynamic ways. For example, in his classic book Pedagogy of the Oppressed, Freire (1970 Freire ( / 2000 wrote of the key bidirectional link between action and reflection:
The insistence that the oppressed engage in reflection on their concrete situation is not a call to armchair revolution. On the contrary, reflection-true reflection-leads to action. On the other hand, when the situation calls for action, that action will constitute an authentic praxis only if its consequences become the object of a critical reflection. (p. 66) In a similar vein, in his landmark qualitative study of emerging citizen leaders in grassroots organizations, Kieffer (1984) concluded,
The longer participants extend their involvement, the more they come to understand. The more they understand, the more motivated they are to continue to act. The more they continue to act, the more proactive they are able to be. The more proactive they are able to be, the more they further their skill and effect. The more they sense their skill and effect, the more likely they are to continue. (p. 22) Despite the presence of this theme in much of the writing on the subject, the empowerment process has not been clearly articulated and (consequently) applied. The exemplars just described sometimes use the word process, but they generally do not identify the elements of that process or the links among them. Even McWhirter's (1991) definition, which articulates empowerment as a process more clearly than the others presented here, does not specify the links among elements, and the iterative nature of the process-the give and take between action and reflection that Freire (1970 Freire ( /2000 described-is not explicit.
As a result, most empowerment research focuses on one or more variables viewed as falling under the empowerment umbrella (Hur, 2006; Kasturirangan, 2008) . Several recent examples illustrate this point. Castro, Casique, and Brindis (2008) explored the relationship between intimate partner violence and various relationship dynamics among Mexican women, measuring empowerment with indices of women's decision-making power and freedom of movement. Maly, Stein, Umezawa, Leake, and Anglin (2008) explored determinants of quality of life and type of treatment among women with breast cancer and viewed empowerment as involving the participatory style of the physician, or how much input the patient felt she had into decisions about her care. Hough and Paisley (2008) evaluated the effect of an adventure program for adults with disabilities, defining empowerment as the perception of control over how to use one's leisure time and over the activities involved in the program. In the body of work based on Zimmerman's (1995) network, studies have tended to measure indices of empowerment within the network (such as self-esteem, perceived control, knowledge of a particular system or problem, and participation in a community group) and to explore how they were linked (e.g., Holden et al., 2005; Speer et al., 2001; Zimmerman & Rappaport, 1988) . Exploring the connections among these indices fits with the idea that empowerment is a process (knowledge of the system predicts participation in it), but all of these studies have taken different elements of interest out of the larger process at work. In focusing on whatever pieces of the empowerment process were of greatest interest in that particular study and terming them empowerment, they equate any piece of the process with the whole. This tendency makes it impossible to compare findings across studies and essentially brings the field full circle, with many conceptualizations of the same construct.
An important consequence of this trend in the literature has been the frequent omission of the two bookends of the empowerment process: the establishment of goals and the real-world impact of the individual's efforts toward achieving those ends. Omitting these pieces of the process risks ignoring the values of the person in the process of empowerment and the way that actors within this person's social context respond (or do not respond) to her or him. For example, adding these elements of the process to the breast cancer study just described would mean learning what patients' preferences were about the degree of input they wanted and evaluating the impact of this input. Adding the understanding of the process as iterative would mean exploring the way elements of the process might shift over the course of the relationship with the doctor, as interactions informed the patient's understanding of what she desired and how able she was to achieve her aims in a system where she had a prescribed low-status role.
The importance of understanding empowerment as an iterative process is not just academic. In practice as well, the larger picture of the empowerment process is often missed, and parts of the concept are often used without attention to the whole. For example, a helping professional who facilitates, supports, or even forces increases in any part of a client's empowerment process in current definitions-ability to mobilize resources, awareness of power dynamics, perceptions of control, participation in community groups, and so forth-could consider their work to be empowering practice. However, each of these processes may or may not be related to later success, may or may not be related to goals that are meaningful to that client, or may even counteract the others. Although increases in each of these areas might facilitate the empowerment process, the links to the other components of the process are critical to assess. The distress and frustration for a client who ends up mobilizing the wrong resources at great cost, or who perceives control but does not take action, or who takes action that backfires (because the perception of control was incorrect) might actually be the antithesis of empowerment. The empowerment process model brings attention to this broader context.
The need to incorporate both individual and broad social aspects of empowerment. As articulated earlier, the literature focusing on the conceptualization of power identifies it as a characteristic of human interactions at all levels-from the dyadic to the macrosystemic. These interactions have profound consequences for how people view themselves (Foucault, 1982; Tew, 2006) . For example, Martín-Baró (1994) , writing in the context of violence and oppression in El Salvador, described how the work life of the underclass perpetuates their oppression:
The image of the "lazy Latino" crystallizes the most negative causal explanation a worker can adopt with respect to his or her position of subordination, namely the conviction that he or she is personally incompetent, which results in a devaluation of the self. The crushing conclusion is that workers are where they ought to be because they're no good for anything else. (p. 98) If empowerment represents changes in such interactions, then, like power, it crosses the boundary between the individual and his or her social world.
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The consideration of both internal experience and social context in the process of empowerment is similar to Sue's (1978) elaboration of the related concept of locus of control. This construct was historically considered acontextually as reflecting persons' beliefs about their ability to "shape their own fate" (Sue & Sue, 2007, p. 294) . Sue suggested that, rather than representing an intrapsychic trait, perceived locus of control is profoundly influenced by people's experience in the social world-likely to differ across race, class, and culture-and their resulting knowledge about their ability to wield power. This ability is constrained by social forces such as powerful others, discrimination, and the myriad institutions and structures that regulate behavior. These influences are the reason that groups with less social power tend to have a more external locus of control (Sue, 1978; Sue & Sue, 2007) . A model of empowerment must pay similar attention to context.
As we have discussed, early conceptualizations of empowerment focused primarily on perceptions of personal control, with limited attention given to context. Given the critiques we have described, later revisions perhaps overcorrected for this focus, emphasizing not only context but particular forms of prosocial interaction such as participation in community groups or supporting others. However, if empowerment is about power, the broad range of social interactions that enact power dynamics needs to be included in its definition. Restricting the interactions to those deemed positive through a particular lens is problematic both conceptually and in application, where research participants and service recipients may have different frames of reference.
For example, in her discussion about the breadth of the concept of power, Riger (1993) drew from Hollander and Offermann's (1990) description of power in organizational contexts to differentiate the concepts of "power over" (dominance), "power to" (freedom to act), and "power from" (the ability to resist the demands of others) (Riger, 1993, p. 282 ; see also Yoder & Kahn, 1992) . Within this broad definition, the power seeking involved in the process of empowerment does not necessarily involve attempts to control other people or to wrest resources away from another group (power over). Instead, the goal of the process of empowerment may be explicitly to strengthen connections with others, perhaps by having a voice in group decisions or raising a grievance ("power to"). In the "power from" category, the goal of the process might also be greater separation from a group or less vulnerability to their influence. In short, the broad definition of power upon which the empowerment process model relies allows for this wide range of goals: The process can be driven by the desire for community or autonomy and can serve the interests of individuals, groups, or both. This breadth in conceptualization allows for careful thought on what facilitates prosocial action in the empowerment process-a person, program, or group certainly does not need to support the empowerment process regardless of its aim. Social justice values might (and we would argue should) guide decision making about what to facilitate. The model simply teases the process apart from the decision of under what conditions one would wish to support it.
The need for precision. In order for researchers and practitioners to compare the empowerment process (and strategies to facilitate it) across studies and settings, there must be consensus on what the core elements of the process are. Up to this point, many related concepts have been merged under an oversized umbrella; our model incorporates the components we view as key. Locating these core elements within an iterative process further means that we need to understand how these core elements relate to each other. Next we describe each component and its role in the iterative process.
The Components of the Empowerment Process Model
We identified the core concepts in the process of empowerment using several criteria: the extent to which the literature supports its importance, the ease with which it can be communicated both to researchers and practitioners, and the applicability of the concept to the fulfillment of particular goals in particular contexts.
Setting Personally Meaningful, PowerOriented Goals
Goals are not often included explicitly in definitions of empowerment or in empirical work based on those definitions, but qualitative descriptions convey the process as one strongly driven toward personal aims. In his study of citizen leaders, Kieffer (1984) described a pressing desire for change awakened when these leaders' "sense of integrity [was] directly violated or attacked" (p. 18) and noted that such experiences were energizing only in the context of their meaning to those particular people. Similarly, Boehm and Staples (2004) discussed the meaning of empowerment with 20 focus groups made up of social workers and recipients of social work services in Israel, and described participants' painful or life-changing experiences as the common reference point. In sum, the empowerment process is driven by a subset of the goals a person might pursue. As is evident in these descriptions, these goals are not only power oriented but personally meaningful. Understanding the nature of such goals and how they differ across people and contexts is critical to facilitating the process of empowerment.
The importance of personally meaningful goals. Self-determination theory, originated by Edward Deci and Richard Ryan (2000) , elaborates the idea of personally meaningful goals. The theory suggests that an individual is personally committed in varying degrees to every behavior he or she undertakes. An individual engages in some behaviors for the sake of fleeting pleasure, or in relation to externally imposed consequences, and engages in others as conscious attempts to reach personally important goals. Cultural values influence both the importance of particular goals and the choice of avenues to reach them. Motivation for these behaviors is called integrated regulation, because the goals are integrated with a person's sense of self and core beliefs. Behaviors supported by integrated regulation are likely to occur autonomously, because the individual believes that the goal is important enough to overcome difficulties. However, unlike intrinsic motivation, which involves activity that is intrinsically enjoyable, the goals involved in integrated regulation involve reaching for some kind of external reward (Markland, Ryan, Tobin, & Rollnick, 2005) . In the case of empowerment, the reward is power.
Evaluating the personal meaning of goals necessitates the consideration of social context, because a wide range of contextual variables influence one's sense of self and core beliefs. In fact, in their discussion of counselors engaging in advocacy, Toporek and Liu (2001) cautioned that advocating on behalf of a client without collaborating on the goals of advocacy can render even the very well-intentioned counselor "paternalistic and condescending" (p. 399). There is solid support for the idea that when research or practice is out of step with this context, at the very least it misses the mark (Boehm & Staples, 2004) . For example, Kasturirangan (2008) noted that for some domestic violence victims violence is not the only-or the most important-problem they are facing, and their goals may be markedly different from those assumed by service providers. A helping professional's insistence on her or his goal, when it differs from the client's, would not facilitate the client's empowerment process.
Elaborating the important role of culture in the personal meaning of goals, Constantine and Sue (2006) argued that it is not possible to "separate definitions of optimal human functioning from the cultural context in which they arise" (p. 229). In their discussion of ethical dilemmas that arise when counseling psychologists work within a social justice agenda, Goodman and colleagues (2004) provided a clear example. As part of a training experience in a socialjustice-oriented program, graduate students developed "empowerment groups" for Asian American middle school students who reported feeling marginalized at school. The goals of these groups were for the students to identify and assert their needs in the classroom. Over time, however, the facilitators "came to recognize that the girls did not share these individualistic goals. Many disclosed that they felt uncomfortable with the behaviors associated with 'empowerment,' such as speaking up in class. Instead, the girls wanted to hold onto their cultural values of modesty, respect, honor, and collectivism" (Goodman et al., 2004, p. 820) . The notion of personally meaningful goals makes the empowerment process model particularly sensitive to the influence of sociocultural context on empowerment.
A range of literature, particularly in the context of therapy, supports the suggestion that identifying personally meaningful goals is a key step in making positive changes of various kinds (not limited to empowerment). For example, a focus of humanistic approaches to therapy is on creating a safe and supportive environment where the client may find his or her authentic self and begin to make choices consistent with his or her own values rather than the "oughts" which are externally imposed (Rogers, 1961, p. 168) . Models of brief therapy and motivational interviewing both rely on the therapist's ability to empathize and to identify a focus that resonates with the client's own motives (Bennett, 2001; Rollnick & Miller, 1995) . Acceptance and Commitment Therapy (ACT) has particular techniques for identifying clients' values and the goals associated with them, such as asking clients to consider the content of the eulogy they would want read at their own funeral (Hayes, 2004) . The importance of goals with personal meaning is thus supported by theory and research both inside and outside of the empowerment literature and is integrated in many models of psychotherapy. What sets the empowerment process apart from this literature is its application across contexts (outside the therapy office), its extension outside the intrapsychic realm (highlighting the very real contextual obstacles for many people in reaching their goals), and its focus on power.
The importance of power-oriented goals. We established earlier that the goals pursued in the empowerment process are power-related and embed the process of empowerment in social interactions. We described a power-oriented goal as an aim to increase one's influence in social relations at any level of human interaction, from dyadic interactions to the interaction between oneself and a system. Such a goal could forward one's own interests and/or the interests of a group and could move one toward greater connection or autonomy.
In sum, the process of empowerment is motivated by goals that are related to power and that are profoundly compelling to the individual because of their personal meaning. The pursuit of a goal that is power oriented but not personally meaningful as we have defined it, and vice versa, would not be empowerment. For example, the pursuit of hedonistic pleasure would not meet either of these criteria. The pursuit of a promotion at work might meet the power-oriented criterion but would only meet the personal meaning criterion if it fit with the individual's core beliefs and sense of self. Making a resolution to be kind to others might meet the personal meaning criterion but would only meet the power-oriented criterion if it was meant to increase influence.
Identification of goals that do meet these criteria may range from acknowledging something that is immediately obvious to engaging in a lengthy and complex process in and of itself, and might involve the identification of smaller goals or objectives that serve an overarching goal. Because personally meaningful goals are particularly motivating (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Markland et al., 2005) , successful identification of such goals should fuel the behavioral components of the model-gaining relevant knowledge, building competence, and taking action. One's experience in the empowerment process is also likely to lead one to redefine goals-part of the iterative action-reflection process described earlier.
Self-Efficacy
Scholars describing empowerment often include the individual's sense of agency-the individual's beliefs about his or her abilities that Riger (1993) set apart from the individual's actual power. For example, in the context of social work Gutiérrez (1991) described part of empowerment as an increase in "personal power," or "experiencing oneself as a powerful or capable person" (p. 202). In the context of an agricultural cooperative, Kroeker (1995) stated that the "psychological goals of empowerment are to increase feelings of value, self-efficacy and control" (p. 752). Fitzsimons and Fuller (2002) suggested that "an empowerment approach promotes recognition of the power and capabilities that individuals already possess" (p. 483). As mentioned earlier, intrapersonal empowerment is a broad conceptual umbrella in Zimmerman's (1995) network, including overlapping concepts such as self-efficacy, mastery, perceived control, and locus of control. For the purpose of greater clarity and consistency, this is the component of the empowerment process most in need of narrowing.
On the basis of the criteria we have described, we identify self-efficacy as the core element of this part of the empowerment process. Compared with related concepts such as locus of control and mastery, self-efficacy has been much studied and measured in a domain-specific fashion, and there is a large amount of consistent evidence linking it to motivation and performance across situations and cultures, including both communal and individual efforts (e.g., Bandura, 2002; Bandura & Locke, 2003; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998) . Further, goal-setting theory identifies selfefficacy as a moderator between goals and performance and specifies motivation as an offshoot of highly valued goals for which a person has high self-efficacy; Locke in fact has termed personally valued goals and self-efficacy as the "motivation hub" (Locke & Latham, 2002, p. 709) . Consonant with this theory, we view this part of the process as the engine for the rest.
Earlier we described Sue's (1978) elaboration of the concept of locus of control, which brings cultural ideology and social experiences to bear on a concept that is often viewed and measured intrapsychically. A similar point applies to the influence of social context on self-efficacy (Bandura, 2002) . In particular, the opportunities, obstacles, and resources in one's environment have obvious impact on one's beliefs about what one can accomplish. Assessing the links between self-efficacy and other components of the empowerment process model helps to highlight these dynamics.
Knowledge
After identifying a goal and feeling that one can accomplish it, one must identify a course of action. Both McWhirter (1991) and Zimmerman (1995) integrated versions of this "how to" component in their definitions (as an awareness of power dynamics and as a part of the interac-tional component, respectively). In our model, we define knowledge as an understanding of the relevant social context, including the power dynamics at play, the possible routes to goal attainment, the resources needed, and ways to obtain them.
The type of knowledge required depends on the goal of the process; within this broad range, the literature has discussed attunement to power dynamics most extensively. Gutiérrez (1991) described conducting a "power analysis" with clients, in which counselors help clients to become aware of the ways in which power disparities function in their lives. Indeed, a central tenet of feminist theory is that power asymmetries become "embedded in daily life" in "invisible and sometimes nonconscious ways," and a fundamental goal of feminist therapy is to help the client gain awareness of these dynamics (Brown, 1994, p. 17) . Freire (1970 Freire ( /2000 originally termed this process critical consciousness (concientizacao), in which the disenfranchised gain power through recognizing themselves as oppressed and taking action. Martín-Baró (1994) also used this concept to describe the liberation of the oppressed, a change in mentality moving hand in hand with social change.
In a recent experiment, Chronister and McWhirter (2006) applied the idea of critical consciousness to a career intervention for battered women and provided empirical support for its importance in the pursuit of goals. They developed two versions of the intervention, one with a component meant to increase participants' critical consciousness, and one without. The women who received the critical consciousness component persisted in goal pursuit for a longer time and made more progress in achieving goals. More generally, Speer (2000) provided evidence of a link between knowledge and community participation. Both of these studies support the notion that knowledge-of power dynamics or of systems in general-is linked to other components of the empowerment process.
Competence
Once an individual knows what is required to reach a goal, his or her level of actual (as opposed to perceived) skill relevant to the task becomes salient. This element of the process is an explicit part of McWhirter's (1991) definition, and Gutiérrez (1991) similarly viewed the identification of skill deficits and learning new skills as a key element of the empowerment process. Zimmerman (1995) included it in his interactional component, together with knowledge. We believe it is important to articulate competence separately from knowledge because it is conceptually distinctknowing what to do is not the same thing as knowing how to do it-and there may well be different obstacles to each of these components.
Success or failure with gaining skills is certain to have a reciprocal relationship with other pieces of the process. Learning skills to accomplish a task will increase selfefficacy and promote action, and experience with taking action will refine skills, further influencing self-efficacy and action (Kieffer, 1984) . Before a person has taken action, assessing their perception of their own competence is the same as assessing their self-efficacy. Taking action may confirm parts of this perception, but likely will also yield new information about strengths, weaknesses, and environmental obstacles and opportunities.
Action
In order to actually achieve goals, one must take action. The action is shaped by the pieces of the process that come before it-it is driven by particular goals, motivated by the personal value of those goals and beliefs about one's ability to reach those goals, informed by relevant knowledge, and carried out using relevant skills. We have adopted the term action because it is intuitive and because of its connection to the action-reflection dynamic described earlier (Freire, 1970 (Freire, /2000 . This element of our model is similar to Zimmerman's (1995) behavioral component of psychological empowerment as he originally defined it, though it has been translated rather narrowly, most often as participation in a community group. Our model differs from this conceptualization in that we consider participation only one of an almost limitless range of actions that might be employed toward fulfillment of goals. For example, an individual may actually desire less contact with a community group if she or he wishes to be less subject to external influence ("power from") or may wish to have more influence within an important dyadic relationship ("power to") as opposed to a community group, which might involve asserting herself or himself with a significant other rather than participating in an organization. Freire (1970 Freire ( /2000 wrote convincingly of the links between action and other elements of the empowerment process. In particular, he wrote that action that leads to liberation cannot be imposed from without but instead must be generated by a person's perception of his or her situation. In the terms of the empowerment process model, action is linked to people's knowledge about the power dynamics that operate in their lives and the ways they can or cannot change them. An important source of information about these possibilities and the limits others place on the individual's freedom is the next component of the empowerment process model-impact.
Impact
This element of the empowerment process involves an assessment of what happens following the individual's actions. The environmental response will be a result of much more than one individual's actions-as we mentioned earlier, not all people have an equal chance of gaining power. The individual's perception of his or her personal impact likely moderates the relationship between impact and other elements of the process. This perception is in turn determined by many factors, including people's culturally informed beliefs about personal control (the extent to which they believe they are "masters of their fate") and whether they or the environment have primary responsibility for success or failure (Sue, 1978, p. 422) , their experiences with discrimination, and structural obstacles to their goals. An environmental response that corresponds to individuals' goals will increase their self-efficacy to the extent that they view the outcome as directly connected to their behavior. This link has been much explored in the self-efficacy literature discussed earlier, where it has been shown that one's level of perceived success or failure and one's explanations for it are the strongest influences on one's efficacy beliefs, and this finding holds true whether the action is undertaken on one's own or as part of a group (Bandura, 2002) . It is in reflecting on impact that obstacles to success such as discrimination, lack of resources, and institutionalized racism will become glaringly clear, revealing related power dynamics (knowledge) and leading to the refinement of goals. This is the component of the model in which the role of social context is most explicit.
Example: The Case of Sara
Case Description
The following case is an amalgam of the stories of numerous women with whom we have worked; it provides an example of the empowerment process model in action. Sara's family immigrated to the United States from Peru when she was a teenager. The family came using a tourist visa and then stayed illegally. Sara finished high school but was not able to attend college because of her lack of documentation. She married Tony, a U.S. citizen, shortly after her graduation. Tony promised to help her become a legal permanent resident but put off the process for years. Sara and Tony eventually had two children, who automatically have U.S. citizenship. Tony began to be physically abusive to Sara after the birth of their first child, and he regularly threatens to have Sara deported. When Sara confides in her mother about the abuse, her mother tries to help her with strategies to pacify Tony, agreeing with Sara that the threat of deportation is real and that if Sara was deported to Peru it would be a disaster for her children.
One night Tony and Sara begin to argue, and he hits her. A neighbor hears the commotion and calls the police. The police officers see marks on Sara's face and arrest Tony over Sara's protests, explaining that they are required to arrest if they have reason to believe there has been an assault. The officers hand Sara written information about intimate partner violence and explain to her that she must come to the court the next morning. Sara is terrified. She believes that if she does not go to court and somehow get Tony out of trouble, he will have her deported, but she fears that if she goes to court, the authorities will discover she is undocumented. After the police leave she calls her mother, who calls a friend who has been involved in the court system to advise them. Their friend assures them that the court will not ask about Sara's immigration status and that as Tony's wife, Sara cannot be forced to testify against him. The next morning, Sara leaves the children with her mother and goes to the court with the intention of having the charges against Tony dropped. She decides that if she is asked about her immigration status she will feign needing to go to the restroom and will leave. When she arrives in the Domestic Violence Intake Center at the court, she is assigned a victim advocate, who sits down with her to describe the court process and her options in it.
The Empowerment Process
Sara's immediate goal is to extricate her family from the legal system in the service of an overarching goal: to protect her children. This goal has profound personal meaning for her; her role as a mother is central to her identity, as are her roles as daughter and wife. She worries that Tony's arrest will put her ability to perform all of these roles in jeopardy. In the terms we have used to define power, she wishes to increase her influence in her interaction with the legal system. At the moment she comes to court she is at the system's mercy-her husband is in jail, and she is in the country illegally. Her desire is in the "power from" category in that she wishes to resist what the court is demanding of her: to testify against her husband so that he can be held accountable for his abuse. Initially, given her immigration status and her family's negative experiences with law enforcement in their own country, her self-efficacy for reaching this goal is understandably low. Talking with her mother's friend increased her knowledge about how the system worked. She learned that the process in Tony's case would not raise her immigration status, that in order for the court to pursue the case they would need her testimony, and that they could not force her to testify.
At the point when Sara gains this important knowledge about the system, she revisits her goals. Perhaps if she had not learned more about the system, she would have taken her children and gone into hiding. With the knowledge about an avenue to resist testifying, her goal is refined: She will get the court to drop the charges by refusing to testify. She has moderate self-efficacy for this because of what she has learned about the system. Meeting with the advocate will increase her knowledge about how the system works. At this point, Sara's story can go in numerous directions depending in large part on how savvy the advocate is and what the institutional pressures are on that advocate. If the advocate is culturally competent, she may guess at some of the issues Sara is struggling with; she may find sensitive ways to inquire about her immigration status and may wonder about the role her children are playing in her decision making. In other words, she may assess what Sara's goals are in coming to the system and how her social context influences them. Alternatively, the advocate may believe (and the advocate's employer may tell her) that no matter what Sara's preferences, Tony is an abusive husband and therefore a poor father, and a criminal prosecution will serve the family best. It is important to note the role that policy plays in this scenario-it limits both Sara's choices and the advocate's options in working with her.
Sara's competence comes into play as she interacts with the advocate. In the service of her goal, she needs to convince the advocate that there is no way to persuade her to testify and that she is not in serious danger. Her ability to speak English may be important. As she gives the advocate the story she has rehearsed with her mother (increasing her self-efficacy and her competence), she is taking action toward her goal.
Sara is able to observe the impact of her action while at the courthouse as the advocate goes to talk with the prosecutor and comes back to tell her what will happen next. If the charges are dropped, Sara has increased her power in the way she wanted. However, having the charges dropped was a short-term goal in the service of an overarching goal-the protection of her children. Her power increase is not lasting in that if the police are called again, she will be in the same situation. Tony may decide to report her or her parents to the Immigration and Naturalization Service in any case, and she will then be at the mercy of that system. The advocate's perspective is critical to consider in Sara's empowerment process. If an advocate worked with many women like Sara and noted the at best limited impact of their actions (as this model would encourage her to do), she might conclude that policy changes were needed in order to create other options for such women. The organizations employing such advocates could gather information from advocates and clients in order to lobby for such changes. In this case, such policy changes did occur: There are provisions under the Violence Against Women Act (2005) that allow an undocumented immigrant married to an abusive U.S. citizen to obtain lawful permanent residence ("VAWA Laws for Abuse Victims: Basic Info," 2009, para. 2). This information could increase Sara's knowledge, which might then refine her goal. She might wish to get citizenship in order to better protect her children. This goal might still be at odds with the goal of the court system, which is offender accountability; the advocate's effectiveness in supporting Sara's empowerment process relies on her accurate assessment and sensitive handling of this disparity.
Applications of the Empowerment Process Model
The empowerment process model was developed for broad use in both research and practice and has relevance for work toward social justice inside and outside those arenas. Here we suggest some applications with particular potential.
Applications for Research
In general, the model can be used as a starting place to specify the empowerment process in a particular context, identifying the ways in which components manifest. For example, in the pursuit of particular empowerment goals, what are the types of knowledge required? What actions are particular groups likely to take? In this vein, our model differs from prior work on empowerment because of the greater specificity of the variables making up the empowerment process. We hope that this specificity will lead to more consistency among researchers, allowing for the synthesis of findings across studies. Beyond exploring operationalizations of the components of the process, researchers should test bidirectional links among them. Moderators and mediators of those links-also sure to be context dependent-should also be identified. For example, there may be some contexts in which access to particular resources plays a large role in moving from one component to the next.
Other potential moderators are cultural values, which we suggested might influence the relationship between impact and self-efficacy, and aspects of collective identity such as perceived stigma, which may influence the link between knowledge and action, among others (Major & O'Brien, 2005) . Moderators or mediators that play a consistent role across contexts might in fact need to be added to the model; future research should explore the need for such elaboration.
The dynamic and complex nature of the empowerment process will present methodological challenges, and Foster-Fishman and colleagues (1998) have made the argument for constructivist methods as particularly well-suited to the task. In areas where there has been little study of the empowerment process, qualitative work certainly seems like a fruitful starting point. However, because empowerment is a term that is used colloquially in a way different from the one we are suggesting here, we recommend that researchers develop questions that target the components of the process rather than ask participants to reflect on the term itself. In terms of quantitative methods, we recommend techniques suited for longitudinal data (e.g., path modeling, structural equation modeling). The entire model does not need to be measured in a single study-it may be viewed as the broader context within which a study could fit; however, researchers must always draw from an understanding of the entire process in framing research questions and interpreting results. For example, if participants' goals are not assessed in a study of their experience with the empowerment process, researchers may choose to draw from prior literature on what participants' goals are likely to be. In the study of women with breast cancer described earlier (Maly et al., 2008) , this would mean searching for literature on what this population generally wants from their interactions with doctors and how these goals connect to larger goals related to their treatment. If this information is not available, that is an important gap in the literature to be filled. This recommendation differs from those in prior literature in its explicit call for attention to the overall conceptual frame.
Beyond the use of the model as a schematic that researchers might elaborate in specific contexts, an additional question provides fertile ground for research: What is the relationship between the empowerment process of one individual and the empowerment of another individual or group? The idea that watching similar others can influence beliefs about one's own abilities is a cornerstone of the notion of self-efficacy and of social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977; Maddux, in press) , and it likely plays a role in the empowerment process as well. For example, might an African American who not only was not involved in Obama's campaign but did not vote have an increase in self-efficacy related to personally valued and power-oriented goals (facilitating his or her empowerment process) as a result of Obama's empowerment? Bandura (1977) described vicarious learning as more likely when the model is similar to the observer and when the model seems to have exerted effort in order to achieve; but others have recently found a negative relationship between a model's performance and the observer's self-efficacy when the setting was competitive (Chan & Lam, 2008) . Conditions for vicarious learning in the empowerment process should be explored with similar attention to context. The empowerment process model provides a related opportunity to explore the interaction between the empowerment process at the individual and group levels. The model focuses on empowerment at the individual level-a similar model describing the process at the group level would allow researchers to investigate connections between the two.
Finally, an important and practice-relevant area for research lies in developing an understanding of facilitators of the process of empowerment. Researchers might evaluate how interventions influence particular components of the process, and then how those changes relate to other components. For example, a program that focuses on skill building might evaluate not only the impact of the program on competence but the ways competence relates to action and whether those actions have impact related to clients' goals. Chronister and McWhirter's (2006) study of career interventions with and without a critical consciousness element, described earlier, is a good model for such exploration. Applying the empowerment process model to such a study would mean including the other components of the process, varying the target of intervention, and investigating the effect on goal attainment.
Application to Practice
In the context of practice, we view the empowerment process model as relevant across a wide range of service provision, both at the level of individual client work and for the assessment of programs that aim generally to support the empowerment of their clients. Table 1 lists questions related to each element of the process that might be asked in each of those contexts. Across these applications, the literature on empowerment is clear on the practitioner's role-or rather, on what the practitioner's role is not. Empowerment "is not a commodity to be acquired," and thus cannot be given to one person by another (Kieffer, 1984, p. 27) . Instead, the practitioner is in the position of facilitating, helping to identify obstacles, and otherwise supporting a client's own process of empowerment, which began before the practitioner entered the scene and will continue to evolve after she or he exits. As Kasturirangan (2008) put it in the context of services for domestic violence survivors, "Programs designed to address domestic violence do not, in and of themselves, empower women. Rather, women may turn to programs as a resource at various stages of the empowerment process" (p. 1473).
In individual therapy, our model is likely to be particularly salient in two situations: when a therapist has an orientation (such as feminist or multicultural) that brings power as we have defined it to the forefront with any client and when a therapist is working with a client for whom power is an important issue. As we have discussed, power disparities can exist on multiple levels. Both clients who feel powerless on a micro level (with their families, in their workplaces) and clients who are powerless within their broader social context (being members of groups living with stigma, marginalization, or discrimination) fit within this way of thinking. A power analysis will help the practitioner to identify the particular type(s) of power that the client seeks (Gutiérrez, 1991) .
In facilitating the empowerment process, therapists must consider the client's prior iterations through it. For example, if a client has tried many times to gain the power he or she craves, these efforts will be critical for the practitioner to understand and will be impossible to grasp without drawing on the client's expertise in his or her own social context (Constantine & Sue, 2006) . The model can serve as a good rubric for the therapist-and perhaps the client-in developing this story and where the current work in therapy fits. It is important to note that this practice itself could facilitate the process of empowerment by increasing knowledge as the client articulates what the obstacles have been, what resources are missing, and what in the environment is resistant to change. Goodman and colleagues (2004) described the counselor's role in this process as being a "co-learner" (p. 801). This collaborative stance is imperative in facilitating empowerment (Freire, 1970 (Freire, / 2000 Kieffer, 1984; Toporek & Liu, 2001 ) and is inherent in this model.
In settings where organizations aim to facilitate the empowerment of their clients, the model might also be used at the level of program assessment. The questions listed in Table 1 may be considered by organizational leadership but are probably best addressed by a combination of practitioners and clients through interviews and focus groups where resources permit. We are not suggesting that a program must support every element of the model in its work; rather, in assessing what it does do, a program should consider its place in the empowerment process as a whole. For example, if a program is helping clients to build skills but clients are not successfully using those skills to reach their own goals, practice should be reconsidered. The program should explore the obstacles to client success and decide what its role should be in addressing them, as in the example of Sara. In sum, consideration of the empowerment process as a whole should help to locate what the program does within a larger picture.
Relevance to Social Justice
In subdisciplines such as community, liberation, critical, and counseling psychology, there has been a call for a focus on the social context that the process of empowerment highlights. Even among those who have traditionally focused on individual-level interventions, as Toporek and Liu (2001) have noted, "Mental health is affected by experiences of oppression. . . . Counselors may need to extend beyond the intrapsychic work and begin to address the external forces that perpetuate clients' negative conditions" (pp. 390 -391) . The empowerment process model provides a tool for consideration of such contextual stressors and the ways that psychologists (and others) might influence them, whether in the therapy office, in the context of other types of services, or through social action. When social conditions create situations of powerlessness that produce pain and suffering, many have argued that the place for inter-vention is in the social context (Banyard & Goodman, 2009) . Moreover, if during the use of this model, practitioners repeatedly see the same obstacles stymieing clients' efforts, it is time to address the obstacles. The model is relevant to social justice in that it requires the identification of these obstacles and provides a rubric for gathering information about their impact on clients.
From the social justice perspective, a limitation of this model is that it does not discriminate among the personally meaningful power-oriented goals that a person may have. It What is the impact of actions we encourage, or that clients tend to take? What is the impact on our client, on our program, and on others? What in the environment affects that impact? Are there ways we could influence the response to clients' actions?
does not prioritize goals that maximize the empowerment of others or at least do not trample on others' rights. As community-oriented psychologists, we are wary of contributing to the empowerment of some individuals at the expense of others. The formidable task of balancing rights and responsibilities is up to the researcher and practitioner, as outlined in the American Psychological Association's (2002) ethical principles. In essence, as suggested by Prilleltensky (1997) and McWhirter (1991) among others, it is incumbent upon psychologists to be aware of their own values and to consider whose rights are being prioritized at what cost. This assessment is separate from defining the concept of empowerment-it has more to do with where we as psychologists would like to put our resources, which environmental obstacles we want to tackle, and what programs we want to develop.
Conclusion
In this article, we have attempted to move empowerment theory forward by introducing a model of the empowerment process that is flexible enough to be applied across contexts but precise enough to synthesize across applications. We have built on prior work in identifying the core components of the empowerment process, in describing the process as iterative, and by incorporating both the individual and the broad social aspects of the construct. It is our hope that this model, in addition to its practical utility, will provide a tool for dialogue on the important issues empowerment raises-dialogue that will be more easily integrated across fields and settings.
